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This study assesses the relationship between adolescents’dating violence victimization
and their psychologicalwell-being. The participantswere 190high school students, ages
13 to 19 years, with just over half being boys (53%) and the remainder being girls (47%).
Data were collected using self-administered questionnaires. For girls, increasing levels
of dating violence (severity, frequency, injury) were related to higher levels of post-
traumatic stress and dissociation, even after controlling for demographic, family vio-
lence, and social desirability variables. For boys, the levels of victimization were related
to higher levels of anxiety, depression, and posttraumatic stress, even after controlling
for other variables. For both boys and girls, victimization was related to lower levels of
life satisfaction, but not after controlling for the demographic, family violence, and
social desirability variables. The research questions and findings are discussed in rela-
tion to the developmental challenges faced by adolescents.
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About a third of students inGrades 9 through 12 report experiencing some
form of physical abuse in a casual or serious dating relationship (Avery-Leaf,
Cascardi, O’Leary, & Cano, 1997; Jezl, Molidor, & Wright, 1996; Malik,
Sorenson, & Aneshensel, 1997; Molidor & Tolman, 1998; Reuterman &
Burcky, 1989), and victims experience both physical and psychological harm
(Burcky, Reuterman, & Kopsky, 1988; Foshee, 1996; Henton, Cate, Koval,
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Lloyd, &Christopher, 1983; Jezl et al., 1996; Molidor & Tolman, 1998). It is
critical to explore the impact of dating violence on adolescent psychological
well-being because adolescents are progressing through a developmental
stage that may place them at even greater risk than adults for physical and
psychological harm. Given their lack of experience, reliance on support and
advice from inexperienced peers, and their quest for autonomy, adolescents
usually have fewer resources in responding to violence. As relationships
becomemore serious, less group dating occurs and couples spend more time
in isolation, which can also be a risk factor. Adolescents often have difficulty
identifying physical and sexual abuse as such and deciding how to respond to
it. They may even falsely perceive controlling and jealous behavior as love
(Levy, 1990).
Some developmental theories suggest that girls form identities through
relationships,whereas boys form identities through independence (Chodorow,
1978; Miller, 1991). Therefore, a female’s self-concept and self-esteemmay
be closely related to how she is treated in her dating relationship. This sug-
gests that dating violence may have more impact on girls than on boys.
Few studies have examined the effects of dating violence using standard-
izedmeasures of psychological well-being. Some studies have asked respon-
dents to indicate their feelings about violence. For example, Henton and her
colleagues (1983) found that victims most frequently said they felt angry
(60.3%), hurt (57.5%), surprised or sorry (34.2% each), or scared (31.5%).
Twelve percent of female adolescents in one study (Burcky et al., 1988) said
the incident had no particular effect on their emotional state and 56% said the
incident upset them, but that it did not cause any major trauma or long-term
effects. Eight percent reported substantial trauma and were disturbed about
the incident for a long time. The degree to which one feels physical and emo-
tional harm as a result of the violence is likely to be related to poorer psycho-
logical well-being outcomes. Thus, severity of physical harm is likely to be
related to lower psychological well-being (O’Leary, 1999).
Many studies have found that female adolescents report higher rates of
dating violence victimization and perpetration than do male adolescents (e.g.,
Bergman, 1992;O’Keefe, Brockopp,&Chew, 1986;Roscoe&Callahan, 1985;
Roscoe & Kelsey, 1986). Girls also report experiencing significantly more
severe and higher rates of sexual victimization than do boys (Bergman, 1992;
Foshee, 1996; Molidor & Tolman, 1998), and more injuries and more severe
injuries (Foshee, 1996;Molidor &Tolman, 1998). In addition, girls aremore
likely to report defending themselves against partner assaults (Foshee, 1996;
Molidor & Tolman, 1998). Molidor and Tolman (1998) found that when
examining the worst incident of dating violence experienced in their dating
relationship, boys reported that the violence had no effect (“did not hurt at
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all”) or a minimal effect (“hurt me a little”) in over 90% of the violent inci-
dents. In sharp contrast, girls reported that they experienced serious harm
(“hurt me a lot”) in 47.8% of the incidents, with physical injury (“caused
bruises,” “needed medical attention”) in 33.6% of the incidents. This research
suggests that girls are at even greater risk than are boys for self-reported
physical and emotional harm.
Several psychological sequelae of adolescent dating violence are likely to
occur. Although posttraumatic stress has not been investigated in adolescent
victims of dating violence, adolescents exposed to violence both within their
homes and in the community experience posttraumatic stress symptoms;
girls report more symptomology than boys (Fitzpatrick & Boldizar, 1993).
Among adult female victims of domestic violence, posttraumatic sympto-
mology is common (e.g. Campbell & Lewandowski, 1997).
Dissociation is another traumatic response that has not received attention
in research on adolescent dating violence, but it could very likely occur. Dis-
sociation is most often investigated in samples of severely battered women,
and dissociative symptoms such as shock, denial, withdrawal, confusion, and
psychological numbing are common (Dutton, 1992).
Lowered self-esteem is another likely sequela of dating violence. Adult
victims of dating violence have lower self-esteem than do nonvictims
(Burke, Stets,&Pirog-Good, 1989; Deal&Wampler, 1986; Orava,McLeod,
&Sharpe, 1996; Stets&Pirog-Good, 1987). Jezl et al. (1996) found that girls
who remained in physically abusive relationships had significantly lower
self-esteem than did boys. According to Gallers and Lawrence (1991), ado-
lescent date rape can result in damage to the self-image. The frequency of
violence is negatively related to self-esteem among battered women (Mitch-
ell & Hodson, 1983).
Life satisfaction is considered a cognitive component of subjective well-
being. It measures an individual’s subjective summation (as opposed to the
actual condition) of the quality of life (Andrews &Withey, 1976; Campbell,
1981; Campbell, Converse, & Rodgers, 1976). Life satisfaction has not been
explored in the research on interpersonal violence. However, we expect dat-
ing violence to negatively impact life satisfaction.
Depression and anxiety also have not been adequately explored as sequelae
of adolescent dating violence. Among adults, depression has been associated
with greater frequency and severity of abuse (Campbell & Lewandowski,
1997; Cascardi & O’Leary, 1992; Mitchell & Hodson, 1983; Orava et al.,
1996). A study of college students found that female victims of dating vio-
lence were significantly more likely to report experiencing fear and anxiety
than were males (Follingstad, Wright, Lloyd, & Sebastian, 1991).
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We predict that increased severity and frequency of dating violence and
the occurrence of physical injurieswill be negatively related to psychological
well-being (higher self-esteem and life satisfaction, and lower posttraumatic
stress, dissociation, and depression). We also predict that these relation-
ships will hold after controlling for demographic variables (age, race,
socioeconomic status), experiences with family violence in childhood (both




The sample was from a high school in southern Michigan with approxi-
mately 526 students from predominantly lower- to middle-class families.
Within this school, 65% of the students scored below average in reading and
math. Permission slips describing the purpose and goals of this study and
requesting the active consent of a parent were mailed to the adolescents’
homes and distributed to the students in the school. Data were collected from
224 students. Eighteen were omitted from the analyses because they did not
indicate that they had any dating experience. Of the remaining 206 respon-
dents, 6 were omitted for a lack of information about race and/or gender.
Given the small numbers of other racial groups, 10 respondents who were
neither Black nor White were dropped from the analyses (for more informa-
tion on the methods, see Callahan, 1998).
Therefore, the final sample for analysis includes 190 high school students.
Of the 100 boys, 50%were Black and 50%wereWhite. Of the 90 girls, 51%
were Black and 49%wereWhite. The focus of the analysis in this study is on
gender differences. The students’ ages ranged from 13 to 19 years, with a
mean of 15.9 years (SD = 1.29), with the following distribution: 1% age 13;
15% age 14; 27% age 15; 26% age 16; 20% age 17; 9% age 18; and 1% age
19. Forty-one percent of the sample received free lunch in school.Within this
sample of adolescents, 45.7% reported ever being a victim of dating vio-
lence, 51.6% reported ever being a perpetrator of dating violence, and 61.7%
reported some experience with dating violence either as a victim, a perpetra-
tor, or both. Participants received a $5 payment for completing the self-
administered questionnaire.
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Measures
Demographic Measures
Participants indicated their age, race, gender, and socioeconomic status.
Adolescents’ socioeconomic status was determined by their response to the
item “Do you get free lunch at school?” Receiving free lunch was used as an
indicator of low-income status.
Violence Measures
Dating violence victimization was measured using a modified version of
the Conflict Tactics Scale-2 (CTS2) (Straus, Hamby, Boney-McCoy, &
Sugarman, 1996), designed to assess interpersonal violence, including dat-
ing violence (Straus, 1990b).
Items from the Physical Assault and Sexual Coercion subscales were se-
lected from the five CTS2 subscales. Ten of the 12 items from the Physical
Assault scale were utilized in their original form. Some revisions were made
in attempts to use items most appropriate for an adolescent sample. The fol-
lowing item was added: “My partner threatened to hit or throw something at
me.” The item “My partner burned or scalded me” was omitted. The item
“My partner used a knife or gun on me” was changed to “My partner threat-
ened to use or used a knife or gun on me.” Two sexual coercion items were
utilized: “My partner used threats to make me have sex” and “My partner
used force (like hitting, holding down, or using a weapon) to make me have
sex.” Before the completion of the 14 violence items, the participants were
given the following instructions:
Have any of your boyfriends/girlfriends ever DONE any of the following TO
YOU in a dating relationship? Circle "no" or "yes." How often in the past 12
months?Circle the best answer: 0 times, 1 time, 2-5 times,more than 5 times.
Adding the frequencies of all of the items created a frequency scale.We used
the midpoint of 2 to 5 times (3.5) and kept the other codes the same as the
above response format. The scale ranged from 0 to 70 and was highly
skewed, with 63% of the sample reporting no victimization. To reduce the
skewedness, we partitioned the scale into three groups: 0 times (n= 108); 1 to
6 times (n = 35); and 7 to 70 times (n = 33).
We utilized Straus et al.’s (1996) severity distinctions to create scales:
mild violence victimization (the six mild items from the Physical Assault
scale) and severe violence victimization (the remaining six severe items from
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the Physical Assault scale plus the two items from the Sexual Coercion
scale). This distinction has been commonly used in other research (Gelles,
1991; Holtzworth-Munroe & Stuart, 1994; Johnson, 1995; Straus, 1990a;
Straus et al., 1996) but has not been validated. The Cronbach’s alphas for this
sample were .81 for mild violence and .80 for severe violence.
Respondents were asked about the occurrence ofmajor injuries andminor
injuries, and scratches and bruises. Because there were very few injuries
other than scratches and bruises reported, all injuries were treated the same
and an injury variable was created and coded by frequency. Injury was coded
as none, one, or two injuries.
Violence in the family of origin is linked not only to poor psychological
well-being outcomes for adolescents but also to experience with dating vio-
lence.Witnessing domestic violence or experiencing child abuse is related to
significant emotional and behavioral problems in children and adolescents,
including posttraumatic stress disorder symptomology, anxiety, dissocia-
tion, stress, depression, aggression, and delinquency (Boney-McCoy &
Finkelhor; 1995, Graham-Bermann, 1998; Graham-Bermann &
Levendosky, 1998; O’Keefe et al., 1986; Singer, Anglin, Song, &Lunghofer,
1995). The adolescents’ experiences with violence in the family of origin
were assessed with a condensed version of the CTS. We created a four-item
behavior checklist by taking all of the theoretically nonsevere violence items
(i.e., push, grab, shove, slap, throw an object, or kick) and combining them
into one item and then taking all of the severe violence items (i.e., beat up,
choke or strangle, or threaten with or use a knife or a gun) and combining
them into a second item. This broad definition probably led to the relatively
high frequencies of child abuse in this sample. The respondents were asked to
indicate how frequently their fathers (stepfather, mom’s boyfriend) and
mothers (stepmother, dad’s girlfriend) were aggressive toward one another.
Two items each assessed the father’s mild and severe aggression toward the
mother and the mother’s aggression toward the father. The respondents gave
the frequency of each item with the following: “never,” “once or twice,” “3-
10 times,” “11-50 times,” and “over 50 times.” We created a similar measure
of adolescents’ experiences with child abuse. This checklist included two
items each for father-to-child violence and mother-to-child violence. The
items read: (a) “Howoften did each familymember do any of the following to
you: push, grab shove, slap, throw an object, or kick you?” and, (b) "How of-
ten did each family member do any of the following to you: beat you up,
choke or strangle you, or threaten you with or use a knife or gun on you?
(never, once or twice, 3-10 times, 11-50 times, and over 50 times)."
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Psychological Well-Being Measures
Adolescent anxiety was measured with a 10-item short form of the Trait
scale (Form A) of the Spielberger State-Trait Anxiety Inventory, Form X
(Devito & Kubis, 1983; Spielberger, Gorusch, & Lushene, 1970). The Trait
Anxiety (A-Trait) scale measures anxiety proneness, a relatively stable per-
sonality characteristic (Devito &Kubis, 1983). The Cronbach’s alpha calcu-
lated for this sample was .79.
Adolescent depression was measured with the 10-item Children’s Depres-
sion Inventory Short Form (Kovacs, 1992). This 10-item scale assesses the
adolescents’ self-reported depressive symptoms. For each item, participants
are asked to select one of the three statements that best describes the way that
the participant has been feeling during the past 2weeks. For each item, scores
are 0 = absence of symptom, 1 =mild symptom, and 2 = definite symptom. The
short form of the Children’s Depression Inventory correlates r = .89 with the
full version, and the reported Cronbach’s alpha coefficient ranges from .71 to
.89 (Kovacs, 1992). TheCronbach’s alpha calculated for this samplewas .83.
The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (1965) measured self-esteem. Adoles-
cents rated agreement with 10 statements (e.g., “I feel that I have a number of
good qualities”) using a 4-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly agree, 2 =
agree, 3 = disagree, 4 = strongly disagree). The Cronbach’s alpha calculated
for this sample was .83.
Adolescent life satisfaction was measured with the item “How satisfied
are you with your life as a whole these days?” on a 7-point Lykert-type scale
with the following anchor points: 1 = completely satisfied, 4 = neutral, and
7 = completely dissatisfied. Satisfaction in seven additional domains of life
(self, family life, romantic relationship[s], family income, friendships,
school and neighborhood/community) was measured using the same
response set with the items “How satisfied are you with these days?”
These eight itemswere combined to form ameasure of global life satisfaction
(alpha = .76 for this sample). These domains were selected from 12 domains
of life satisfaction outlined by Campbell (1981) because they appeared to be
the most applicable to adolescents.
The adolescents’ traumatic symptomology was measured by the Trauma
Symptom Checklist for Children (TSCC) (Briere, 1996). The TSCC is
designed to evaluate children’s responses to unspecified traumatic events in
many different symptom domains (Briere, 1996). Items from the Posttrau-
matic Stress and Dissociation subscales were selected from the six TSCC
subscales. The 10-item dissociation scale measures mild-to-moderate dis-
sociative symptomology (Briere, 1996). From the Posttraumatic Stress scale,
only 8 of the 10 items were utilized. The items “feeling scared of men” and
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“feeling scared of women” were omitted from the Posttraumatic Stress scale
due to their ambiguousmeaning and unusual wording for this age group. The
Cronbach’s alphas calculated for this sample were .84 for posttraumatic
stress and .78 for dissociation.
Social Desirability Response Bias
The validity of self-report is lowered by social desirability response bias
(Arias & Beach, 1987). Research suggests that reports of victimization are
generally unbiased (Arias & Beach, 1987) and that males may be more sus-
ceptible to social desirability response bias (Arias & Johnson, 1989). Social
desirability response bias was measured with a 10-item version of the
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale that was then used as a covariate
(Crowne & Marlowe, 1964; Greenwald & Satow, 1970; Saunders, 1991).
The Cronbach’s alpha calculated for this sample was .66.
Data Analyses Plan
The relationships between dating violence (severity, frequency, and inju-
ries) and psychological well-being were examined. It was hypothesized that
more severe, frequent, and injurious victimizationwould be significantly and
positively related to anxiety, depression, dissociation, and posttraumatic
stress, and significantly and negatively related to life satisfaction and self-
esteem. We conducted correlational and hierarchical regression analyses.
RESULTS
Descriptive and Bivariate Results
Descriptive statistics.Descriptive analyses (see Table 1) revealed several
gender differences. Girls reported experiencing significantly more severe
and frequent dating violence victimization and witnessing of parental
domestic violence than did boys. Girls also reported significantly higher
scores on social desirability response bias and anxiety. Boys reported signifi-
cantly higher scores on life satisfaction and receiving free lunch.
When comparing victimized girls and boys, there were fewer significant
differences. Victimized girls scored higher than boys did on social desirabil-
ity response bias and posttraumatic stress. Victimized boys were more likely
than victimized girls to be enrolled in the school lunch program.
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Table 2 shows the correlations between dating violence victimization and
the measures of psychological well-being. For the girls, there were positive
and significant correlations between the three measures of dating violence
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TABLE 1: Means, Standard Deviations, and Chi-Squares of Major Study
Variables for Boys and Girls by Status of Victimization
Total Sample Victim Sample
Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Girls Boys Girls Boys
(n = 90) (n = 100) t Value (n = 50) (n = 36) t Value
Age 15.7 (1.2) 16.0 (1.4) 1.42 15.8 (1.2) 16.2 (1.3) 1.47
Marlowe-Crowne 4.5 (0.9) 4.2 (0.7) 2.24* 4.5 (0.8) 4.1 (0.5) 2.54*
Anxiety 2.1 (0.5) 1.9 (0.05) –3.30** 2.1 (0.5) 2.0 (0.5) 1.2
Depression 0.6 (0.2) 0.6 (0.2) 0.3 0.6 (0.2) 0.6 (0.2) –0.1
Dissociation 1.0 (0.5) 0.9 (0.5) 1.3 1.0 (0.5) 0.9 (0.5) 0.8
Life satisfaction 4.9 (0.8) 5.2 (1.0) 2.07* 4.8 (0.7) 4.9 (1.1) –0.4
Posttraumatic stress 1.2 (0.6) 1.0 (0.6) –2.4* 1.4 (0.6) 1.0 (0.6) 2.6**
Self-esteem 3.1 (0.5) 3.2 (0.5) –1.0 3.1 (0.5) 3.1 (0.4) 0.0
Total Sample Victim Sample
Percentages Percentages
Girls Boys Chi-Square Girls Boys Chi-Square
Black/African American 54 52 0.1 54 58 0.1
School lunch 32 50 6.2** 36 61 5.3*
Child abuse 57 55 0.0 62 72 0.8
Witnessed domestic
violence 47 33 4.0* 53 38 1.8
Severity of violence 8.3*
No victimization 43 64 NA NA
Mild victimization 18 13 30 36 0.2
Severe victimization 39 23 70 64 0.2
Injury 2.9 2.5
No injury 78 83 58 56
One injury 19 11 32 29
Two injuries 3 6 9 15
Frequency of violence 9.7*** 0.7
None in past year 46 68 4 3
1 to 6 times in past year 32 16 54 46
7 to 70 times in past year 22 17 42 51
NOTE:  NA = not applicable. The sample size for the above statistics ranged from 83 to
90 for girls and 92 to 100 for boys.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
and reports of posttraumatic stress (see Table 2). In addition, more severe
violence was significantly related to lower life satisfaction. There were no
significant correlations with the other four measures of psychological well-
being: dissociation, depression, anxiety, and self-esteem. For the boys, there
were positive and significant correlations between violence severity and
injury and the measure of anxiety (see Table 2). In addition, all three mea-
sures of dating violencewere related to lower levels of life satisfaction. There
were no significant correlations with the other four measures of psychologi-
cal well-being: dissociation, depression, posttraumatic stress, and self-esteem.
Therefore, some of the measures of psychological well-being for both boys
and girls were correlated with at least one measure of victimization.
Hierarchical Regression Results
Step one included the demographic variables age, race (Black = 1 and
White = 0), socioeconomic status (as measured by whether or not the partici-
pant receives free school lunch, yes = 1 and no = 0), and social desirability
response bias. Step two added the family-of-origin violence variables: wit-
nessed domestic violence (yes = 1 and no = 0) and experienced child abuse
(yes = 1 and no = 0). Step three added the dating violence variables: severity
of victimization (no violence = 0, mild dating violence =1, any severe dating
violence = 2), frequency of victimization (no violence in the last 12months =
0, 1 to 6 times = 1, 7 to 70 times = 2), and occurrence of injuries (no injuries =
0, one injury = 1, two injuries = 2). Violence in the family of origin was
entered before dating violence because temporally it is most likely to be
experienced before dating, and it is hypothesized to have a negative effect on
psychological well-being. Separate regressions were run for depression,
anxiety, posttraumatic stress, dissociation, self-esteem, and life satisfaction.
Table 3 shows the combined impact of the three measures of dating vio-
lence when controlling for demographic variables (age, race, receiving free
school lunch), social desirability response bias, and family-of-origin vio-
lence. For girls, the relationship between victimization and posttraumatic
stress held even when controlling for demographics, family-of-origin vio-
lence, and social desirability response bias. The results indicate that for girls,
victimization was significantly related to posttraumatic stress (see Table 3).
The addition of the three dating violence variables to the model resulted in a
significant change in R2 of 11% (p < .05).
A significant relationship between dating violence and dissociation
emerged for girls (see Table 3). The addition of the three dating violence vari-
ables to the model resulted in a significant change in R2 of 8% (p < .05).
Although the relationship between dating violence and life satisfaction was
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TABLE 2: Correlation Matrix for Study Variables—Boys Below the Diagonal and Girls Above the Diagonal
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1. Age — .10 –.05 .14 .10 .09 .05 .05 –.05 .05 .00 –.13 –.10 .27** –.04
2. Race (Black = 1) –.14 — .25* .09 –.12 –.03 –.10 .04 –.07 –.01 –.07 –.31** –.25* .27** .27**
3. Free lunch (yes = 1) –.02 .32*** .— .11 –.17 .11 –.02 .09 –.11 –.05 –.11 –.13 –.02 .03 –.03
4. Social desirability –.13 .02 .02 — –.09 .10 –.08 –.09 –.09 –.48*** –.25* –.22* –.40*** .31** .26*
5. Child abuse .17 –.23* –.07 –.13 — .30*** .11 .09 .05 .27* .33** .09 .20 –.15 –.21
6. Domestic violence .13 –.24* –.03 –.19 .38*** .— .05 .12 –.06 .04 .14 .18 .16 –.19 –.31**
7. Severity of victimization .07 .15 .16 –.11 .24* .10 — .85*** .59*** .08 .35** .08 .09 –.18 –.23**
8. Frequency of
victimization .13 .00 .07 –.10 .30** .16 .86*** .— .67*** –.03 .26 .01 –.01 –.05 –.14
9. Victimization injuries –.07 –.04 .06 –.15 .25* .16 .64*** .63*** .— .07 .24* .06 .09 –.07 –.02
10. Dissociation .04 –.23* –.21* –.27** .15 .13 .02 –.01 .12 — .62*** .30*** .52*** –.39*** –.28**
11. Posttraumatic stress –.01 –.10 –.13 –.19 .17 .13 .05 –.05 .18 .59*** .— .37*** .61*** –.42*** –.34***
12. Depression .18 –.21* .00 –.28** .15 .14 .08 –.01 .18 .56*** .47*** .— .50*** –.58*** –.48***
13. Anxiety .11 –.06 .11 –.22* .05 .09 .22* .12 .37*** .40*** .47*** .68*** .— –.69*** –.47***
14. Self-esteem –.10 .16 –.19 .23* –.06 –.07 –.16 –.08 –.16 –.35*** –.29** –.66*** –.62*** .— .43***
15. Life satisfaction –.36*** .05 –.10 .29** –.04 –.33*** –.21* –.21* –.20* –.34*** –.30** –.62*** –.46*** .48*** .—
NOTE:  The sample size ranges from 92 to 100.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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TABLE 3: Hierarchical Regression for the Demographic, Social Desirability, and Interpersonal Violence Predictors of Well-Being
Posttraumatic Posttraumatic
Anxiety: Boys Depression: Boys Stress: Boys Stress: Girls Dissociation: Girls
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Age .07 .07 .16 .12 .11 .17 –.04 –.06 .00 .04 –.00 –.01 .12 .09 .10
Black –.10 –.09 –.12 –.21 –.19 –.23* –.06 –.03 –.06 –.03 –.00 .05 .03 .05 .11
Free lunch .15 .15 .11 .07 .07 .05 –.10 –.11 –.13 –.07 –.05 –.03 .00 .03 .10
Social desirability –.22* –.21* –.15 –.26* –.25* –.22* –.19 –.17 –.14 –.25* –.23* –.22* –.50** –.49*** –.51**
Child Abuse –.01 –.07 .06 .05 .13 .13 .27* .24* .22* .22*
Witnessed domestic
violence .03 .02 .01 .02 .05 .06 .08 .11 .02 .08
Severity of victimization .30 .40 .37 .46* .44*
Frequency of victimization –.45* –.57** –.58** –.26 –.63**
Injury .46** .22 .24 .11 .20
R 2 .08 .08 .25 .14 .14 .23 .06 .08 .17 .07 .16 .27 .25 .30 .38
R 2 increase .08 .00 .17** .14* .00 .09* .06 .02 .09* .07 .09* .11* .25** .05 .08*
NOTE:  With the exception of R 2 and R 2 increase, all values reflect the standardized regression coefficient when entered into the equation.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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significant for girls in the bivariate analyses, it was not significant in the
multivariate analyses. The addition of the violence variables did not result in
a significant change in R2 for anxiety, depression, life satisfaction, or self-
esteem.
For boys, the significant bivariate relationship between dating violence
and anxiety held in the multivariate analyses, and the addition of the three
dating violence variables to themodel resulted in a significant change inR2 of
17% (p < .001) (see Table 3). The impact of the three dating violence vari-
ables on life satisfaction did not hold in the multivariate analyses, but rela-
tionships between victimization and posttraumatic stress and depression
emerged. The addition of the three dating violence variables to the model
resulted in a significant change in R2 of 9% (p < .05) for both (Table 3).
The interpretation of the beta weights for the violence variables may be
misleading. Note that the correlations between violence severity and fre-
quency are over .80 (see Table 2), resulting in multicollinearity. The sign for
the beta of the frequency variable is negative and the magnitude of the beta is
high only because the violence variables are highly intercorrelated (an exam-
ple of net suppression). When independent variables are highly and posi-
tively correlated with each other and with the dependent variable, the most
highly correlated variable maintains a positive sign, and the one least highly
correlated with the dependent variable has a negative sign (Cohen & Cohen,
1975).
The relationships of the control variableswith themeasures of psycholog-
ical well-being showed few clear patterns. For the boys, social desirability
response bias maintained the strongest relationship with well-being among
the control variables. For the girls, social desirability was also a strong pre-
dictor of well-being. In addition, childhood abusewas significantly related to
posttraumatic stress and dissociation in girls, even after controlling for
demographics, social desirability, and dating violence.
DISCUSSION
The results of this study provide preliminary evidence that, for both boys
and girls, dating violence victimization is related to reports of lower psycho-
logical well-being. For girls, dating violence contributed significantly to
posttraumatic stress and dissociation, even when controlling for demo-
graphic, family of origin, and social desirability variables. The above result is
an important first step in the investigation of posttraumatic stress in adoles-
cent victims of dating violence.Wedo not know the exact length of time since
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the most recent or severe victimization, but for some respondents it could be
several years.
For boys, dating violence contributed significantly to anxiety, depression,
and posttraumatic stress. Whereas boys experienced less dating violence
overall than girls, those boys who did experience dating violence differed lit-
tle from girls who experienced dating violence; the boys reported less
posttraumatic stress than the girls. Although previous research (Molidor &
Tolman, 1998) suggested that the impact of dating violence might be more
severe for girls, that study did not include measures of severity, frequency,
and injury.
The numerous significant relations between social desirability and the
measures of psychological well-being suggest that the more adolescents
wish to provide socially desirable responses, the more likely they are to
inflate their self-esteem and life satisfaction scores, and to deflate their post-
traumatic stress, dissociation, depression, and anxiety scores. Social desir-
ability was not related to reports of childhood violence or dating violence.
Given that all of the data were collected at the same time point, it is impor-
tant to be cautious about inferring causality.We assumed that dating violence
victimization preceded lower psychological well-being and not the reverse.
However, it is possible that low self-esteem or psychological well-being can
increase an individual’s vulnerability to victimization. Breslau, Davis, Peter-
son, and Schultz (2000) found that depression increased the risk of traumatic
exposure. Additionally, witnessing domestic violence and child abuse can
also lead to low self-esteem or lesser psychological well-being, resulting in
an increased vulnerability to victimization in a dating relationship.
During adolescence, individuals undergo significant emotional, social,
and physical growth and experience many significant events that will help to
determine their future paths. Peers and family members often have a pro-
found impact on an adolescent’s development and psychological well-being,
and they determine the resources available to adolescents that affect adoles-
cent coping strategies. Of particular concern is the possibility that experienc-
ing dating violence as an adolescent may increase the likelihood that an ado-
lescent will continue to experience interpersonal violence in adulthood,
either as a victim or perpetrator of domestic violence or as a perpetrator of
child abuse in their families of procreation.
As shown by this and other studies (Jackson, 1999; Lewis & Fremouw,
2001), dating violence among adolescents is a significant social problem.
The results of this study indicate that dating violence victimization affects
psychological well-being in a variety of ways. If future research confirms the
relation between dating violence and psychological well-being, the findings
shouldbeused todevelopdatingviolencepreventionand interventionprograms.
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